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ABSTRACT

AUvT‘I-‘IO"R: ' John P. Weinzettle (LTC), USA

TIThE: | The Army's B-2 Bomber‘e— Field Artillery Modernizatidn
FORMAT: : Strategy Research PrOJect |

DATE: 1 April 1999 PAGES 47 CLASSIFICATION: Unclassified

In‘the case-of field artillery we continue down the path‘ef‘the
past‘by justifying the need for expensive artillery syStems’
basedlon the need‘to’destroy massed‘tank and infantry
formations. With the:ehanging‘nature of Warfare‘in the 21“
vCentury we’must haye the eourageyto questienhwhether‘the
 requirement for a new field artillery gun that‘provides high
ratesvof generally inaccurate fire is“valid. }Here‘we fail.
’dRatherbthan doing a fundamental assessment ef our key 21_‘°‘t
:Century warfighting needs - precision strike and rapid mohility

we‘continue to justify old Cold War‘type ideas. We are

follow1ng the Air Force model of contlnulng to justlfy buylng a Hh:

system, the B -2 bomber, long after the world changed and its
| requlrement dlsappeared. ,The Army needs to con51deruthat given
the,ehandedhconditibns‘in the world is it maybe not time to,j
retire cannon‘artillery to the museum just‘aswe'did:withthe

eavalry horse and the air defense gun system Sgt. York.
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- THE ARMY'S B-2 BOMBER -- FIELD ARTILLERY MODERNIZATION

"I do not know when or where, but we will somettme place soldiers in harm 's way, on short
notice and ask them to defeat a determined and dangerous foe. When that happens, we should be
satisfied that we have done our best to prepare them for the task at hand."” |

' General Denms J. Retmer, CSA ,' |

JWithin the past tentyears‘We have seen some_remerkable'changesv
in the‘Wdrld -- the fall of the Berlin‘wall (1989); the end of thén
Cold Wer, the Guilear (1991) the breakup of our old nemesis the
~Soviet Union and the constant empleyment of the mllltary 1nstfument
of natlonel power around the world. These cllmactlc events have
: ‘genera£ed a new‘geopolitical environment with_security challengeS‘
that are radically different from our Cold War containment
strategy."This new secnrity environment is both dynamic'end
n‘uncertein‘and'contains a‘host:ef thfeats and challenges that‘

requires us to develop a new national security s‘trategy.-l

tﬁOur new national security stfategy'is based on the principle X
of ebngagement. The:V'Department of Defense (Do4D) ‘pla‘lns to "execute
‘the _strategy:with superior‘umilitary.forces that fnlly exploit. :
advanees in teennoloéy by employing new openafional concepts and

orgénizational_ structures. This paper's thesis is that the Army

n2
‘is‘ fai‘ling to achieve both the DoD goal and the Chief of Staff's

vision in its Eield_Artillery‘_modernizatiOn plans. - To suppert this



effort we will address key 21°° Century geo—sﬁrategic trends, the
role of Army fire support, and the Army's fire support |
modernizatioﬁ strategy. From this base we will point out how the
field artillery community is not achieving these goals, but like
the Air Fofce's B-2 bomber the Army cdntinues to buy and defend:a
system that represents Cold War thinkihg and operationsi
Recommendationé and alternatives‘are provided that while general in
nature, should provide fodder for the generatidn of other new ideas
and discussion. |

In the case'of‘Army field artillery modernization we aré
continuing down the path of the past by continuing to justify
expensive new systems based on the‘need to fight battles wé wili
likely never see‘again, the need to destroy massed tank and |
infantry formatiqns. This is similar to the Air Forces continued
support forvbuying the expensive B-2 bomber even thought the Cold
War ended and the need for a penetrating strategic bombei went
away. In both these cases the underlying requirements changed yet
we cohtinue to use scarce resources to build technological marvels
that provide little to no useful miiitary utility for combat in the‘
21%* Century as wifnessed in Bosnia, Haiti, and.now

Yugoslavia/Kosovo.




21°" CENTURY GEO-STRATEGIC TRENDS .

. GLOEAL TRENDS.
The‘firstvkey ﬁrend is §l§baliza£ion. This trend is b:ihging‘
‘citizéhs frdm all nations clésef together, providesbincréased ide;
shariﬁg aﬁd goods transfe;s and the rapid disseminéfion of!:“ 
informatibn;3 A second key‘trend is coﬁtinuing“populatiqh growﬁh,v
-_particuiarly in the developing world (Asia,‘Affica}vLaﬁin AmériCan,
etc). This gfowth in popﬁlafion fuels the continﬁed urbaniZatiOn'
 of the wérld; crowding peopie into megacitiés.4“The third tfénd:is
 the wérldﬁide'collapse of iéSS'well developed states into
interﬁeéihé or interhai‘Wafs"dué toe¢onomic stagnation, ethﬁié, 6?
5

religious‘disputés‘in less developéd nations.® We have seen these

trends multiple times in such places as Bosina, Rwanda, Zairé,f‘

Somalia, or in the case of the Russians in Grozny.

INFORMATION DISSEMINTCN‘—— THE CNN EFFECT.'

Areéent phenomeﬁa born during fhe.Gulf‘War and‘geﬁting more
powérful is thé ability of television and o#her'information
conduits £o éhow‘in_real—time the'effects of ﬁar and huﬁanitarianfv
_criséé. This information fevolutibn has two majOr‘iﬁpacts oh UfS;
_leicyand milita;y qperations. 'Ohe‘is the céntinﬁ&uéshowihg:of

"deaths and atrogitiés in the worlds failing states can cause a




media-generated public revulsion capable of compelling the U.S to

6

intervene for humanitarian reasons.® The other impact is television

brings the reality of wartime carnage into everyone's home.” What -
this has done is make thé American public uhwilling to accept highv
casualties eithér U.S., civilian or in some caseé even our enemies.®
U.s. lossés in Somalia, the destruction of the Al—Amariyah‘bunker
in.Baghdad and finally the killing of Iraqi forces 6n the "Highway

of Death" are recent instances where U.S. operations were impacted

by the CNN effect.

LEGAL/MORAL TRENDS.

The other areas where we are seeing changes are in our legal and
moral obligations. We are seeing the U.S. public beginning to
believe»that it is neither necessary n§r virtuous to kill civilians
or destrby their livelihoods.Q Récently,‘we have had arguments that
it was not moral for the U.S.‘to attack and incapacitate'the Iraqgi
electrical grid and generation capacity because of the widespread
civilian misery and deaths.caused by'effécts on sanitation and
health facilities.10 As Harry Summers stated about the recent
Desert Fox operation, "Mr. Clinton knew the American peéple would
not tolerate a massive and unrestricted bombing campaign ﬁhat

resulted in the deaths of innocent women and children".!

These moral shifts have the potential‘to impact the evolution of

three key law of war principles: military necessityn,




B and proportionality.]4 We can also "expect change‘

‘discriﬁinatioh
in ﬁhe'triggeryﬁoint at which the international laWs_of»armed
eonfliet apply to disputee and subseéuent hostiiitiee between
v»statesf"”: Our use and emphesis on the capability of pfecision—‘
guided_weepone‘to reduce not only eurcausalities,.bﬁt also to
avoid'hcollateral demage;"‘(the term Qe now use for civilian |
casualtiee) will.bring us increased burdens‘aloﬁg with ﬁhe‘
'beﬁefits. With our'preciSionfguided weepons‘and our associlated’
-media'hyping we are creaiing'a greater pUblie'perception that we
afe alQays accurate, thus any eignificent collateral’damege'can‘_
‘oniy be dqe to negligence er miscoﬁduct of the eomménders
involved.' Finaliy, with‘fhe establishment of.the‘new permanent
Infernetienal.Criminal Court we now have the poseibiiity for an i
_internétionalJBOdy to decide that the negligence or misconduct
-discuseed above could rise to the ievel ef war crimes. Ae Judge'
Gabrielle K. McDonald;,President Judge of the internatiqnal |
Criﬁinal Tfibunal‘for the Former Yﬁgoslavia steﬁed,."a permanent
-Interﬁational'érimiﬁal Court will be established this year, those
who‘engege in the conduct df warfare should‘be‘éware“that their
 behavier may be jUdged.by standarde developed by the'internatienai
;edmmUnity."” N |

,U}S. NATIONAL AND MILITARf‘STRATEGY.

With‘the endbofvthe Coid War ﬁhe Uﬁited States had to develop‘hew‘

: natienal and military strategies for the first time in over 40




years. Our national sfrategy of containment and its corresponding
military strategy, which focused on‘defeating a Warsaw Pact
invasion into Central Europe, were no longer viable. Tﬁis end to
the Cold War also required the Defense Department to produce a
"peace dividend." This peace dividend required DoD to
significantly reduce our forces stationed overseas, cut the size 6f
our overall forces and required the development of new rationales

to defend the continued modernization of our forces.

To replace these Cold War strategies and addressythe impacts from
the ending of the Cold War the United States adopted a new sécurity
policy based on threé core national security objectives; enhancing
our security, bolstering America's economic prosperity and
promoting democracy abroad.!® This national strategy is defined by
"The Imperative of Engagement." ,This‘concept recognizes that the
United States mﬁst lead abroad if we are to be secure at home and
that American leadership and engagement in world affairs ére

critical to U.S. security making our nation and the world safer and

more prosperous. '’

To support the national strategy of engagemént the Defense
Department laid out a new military straﬁegy and defehse program to
ensure U.S. national interests are promoted throughout the 1997-
2015 period.20 'The defensé étratégy has three key elements; The

ability to shape the international security environment in ways




| févor5b1e to'th§ U.s5.?" Having the capability‘to festnd,to the»fuli
 §pectrum 6f,crises from deterring aggfession, conducting smallf
, scaleconﬁingéncy operationé (SSC’, to major theater wafs (MTW;,22
Finélly,fthévDepartmént must prepare for an uncertaiﬁ future
thrdﬁgh focuSéd develbpment, modernization, and‘néw organizatiqné‘
7that afe capable of explbiting new technologies.'23 The other “'
 essential'fact6r in ‘this strategy of béing able‘to~shape‘and

- respond is having the capability to rapidly move and cohceﬁtrate
.militéry power from the U.S; and selected‘overseés afeas -- the

ability to conduct global power projection.

,THEHFUTURE‘BATTLEFIELD.

Dﬁring‘the eafly part of the 21%% Century theiU.S;éié ﬁniikely to
face any éthef major'powérvwith a huge military maéﬁine, rather'the
U,S.uahd other céuntries most likely battles will occur\in smail—‘ﬂ
scale‘wars or low—inteﬁsity conflicts.? The»i998‘U.S.‘Natibnal .
v Sécuri£y-Strafegy'reinforcés this by étating, "smallér-écalé’
‘cbntinéency operations - will‘likely pose the most‘f;eqﬁént
‘chailénge for U.S. forces and cumulatively reéuire éignificant ‘
cbmmitments‘over Eime."@ fhe most‘likely areas‘for cohflicts té
”occur‘thag will require U.S. engagement are on the'periphery of
Eurasig,vAfrica, and Latin America.?®® We can alsoiexpectjthat ﬁd'
'nation,‘wili difectly chéllenge’us on the bat;iéfield like séddam )

'Hussein did in the Gulf'War; as few leaders will make this mistakéb



in the future.?’ These conflicts will normally occur in developing
areas of the world that are beiné increasingiyvurbanizéd, with
large, generally poor, civilian populations that have limited/low-
quality infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges, buildings), exéept
for the ability to‘disseminate information (e.g., TV, phone, fax,
internet). All these trends have occurred in our numerous receht

operations in Bosnia, Haiti, Somalia and our continued efforts

against Iraq.

THE ROLE OF THE KING OF BATTLE -- FIELD ARTILLERY

MISSION.

FM 6—71_states, "The mission of the field artillery is to destroy,
neutralize, or suppress the enemy by-canhon, rdeét, and missile
fire and to assist in integrating all fire suppdrt into combinéd

arms operations."28

HISTORY.

During oné of the first American conflicts closely observed,‘the
Civil War, one of the immutable characteristics associéted with the
American way of war was discovered - "the willingness of Americans
to expend firepower freely to conserve human life."”, For the
position warfare of World War I artillery‘provided massive and

constant fire support for efforts ranging from support to friendly

attacks and patrols, interdiction of enemy movement and fires to




vrépel“enemy patrols and attacks. In World War‘II the U.S. relied
‘on‘értillérylto provide breakthrough firepower by Concéntrating‘thé
'fireslon a narrow point of attack to demoraliie ahd openva ho;e for
the iﬁfahtry and armor to exploit.30 During thefKéreén Wa: .
artillery facéd‘many of the sameiissués as in Wofié War I with‘the
~ most ﬁoted evolution‘being’thét the role‘of infantry changed £o one
éf-finding‘and fiXiﬁg the.eﬁemy for artillery td destroyf“-In‘the ‘
VietnamWar, a small—scale‘cbntinéeﬁcy oberation/ the chief use pf
‘arﬁilléry‘wasuthe firiﬁg'of‘a few rounds™ in‘suppoft‘of‘infanﬁfy~
A‘ opetafions with thelcha;acteristics of success being coverage and
“responsivenessl” Dufing the Gulf War field artiliery use'foilowed

thevW6rid War -I1I model.

CURRENT DOCTRINE.

Fieid Maﬁual kFM) §-71, Tacﬁics, Techniques,.and Pfocedures for‘

Fire Support‘fbr the COmbihed Arms Commandéd,vpublished in‘v‘

Septembe# l994, providés the following conéideratiéns on the'useypf

artiller?: | | | |

- It is an area fi%e weapon.-However point‘targets'can bé deé£r¢yed
by special muﬁitions.-

- Limited ébility to survive enemyvground,‘éir, and‘artilléri
~attacks. |

- ﬁést empioyéd whén massea qﬁ observed targets.

- Must be integrated with the maneuver plan.34



FM 6-20-10, Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for The Targeting

Process, dated May 1996, provides current doctrine for the

1.

oy s WIN

7.
8.
9

10.
11.
12.
13.

Command, Control, and
communications ’

. Fire Support
. Maneuver

Air Defense Artillery

. Engineer
. Reconnaissance, Surveillance,

and Target Acquisition
Radio Electronic Combat
Nuclear-Chemical ,
Petroleum, 0Oils and Lubricant
Ammunition
Maintenance
Lift
‘Lines of Communication

Table 1 - Targeting Categories.

artillefy targeting pfdcess.
What is interesting about this
publication islﬁhat‘the
doétrine it discusses provides
guidance only for Cold
War/Gulf War type scenarids.
It proﬁides guidance on
targeting enemy combat
systems, combat supp§rt

systems or combat service

support systems in 13 doctrinal categories'(see Table 1) and

identifies weapons delivery systems to suppress, neutralize or

destroy these target categories using the decide, detect, deliver,

and

assess methodology.35

What is missing from current doctrine is

planning for small-scale contingency efforts. In this regard, fire

support doctrine does not provide much targeting guidance beyond

stating, "Planning is different for a conventional war against a

sophisticated enemy, requiring interdiction of operational targets,

than that of operations other than war against a guerrilla force

where targets are difficult toblocate.

10
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" FIELD ARTILLERY VISION.

The Chief of the Field Artillery in his November 1'9:98 State of thé k

Field\ Artillery Wrote, "The FA vision is a set of concepts th'at

helps‘us prepare for the future while giving us ‘the agility to

 respond to the rapidly changing technological and political

‘envlvironments of today. We must prepare to deliver full spectrum

effects-from mas's‘ed‘ area fires to precision strikes to disabling

equipment with non-lethal fires-whatever the force commander

requires. 37

 FIELD ARTILLERY MODERINZATION DEVELOPMENTS

The Army has developed an overall m'odern::'L“zation plén that lays out

"We must hold | oﬁr minds alert and
receptive to the applicafion of ‘u;'z»glimpsed»
methods and weapons. The néxt jivar will be
| won in the ﬁztu;e; not in the pa&t. We must go
on, \'or we will go u"nder'. "

) Geheral Douglas MacArthur, 1931

‘how:it plans to invest its
resources to ensufé tomorrow's
soldiers are feédy:fo: war.
The Fire Sﬁppért seétion
add;esses‘fﬁe modefﬁizétion
pléns for';rtillery.‘ Some key

assumptions made in developing

the artillery section of the modernization plan are:

> We have entered a period without a peer threat

> The taking of moderate risks are acceptable

11



» That the fire support community needs to make use of this window

of opportunity to modernize by the end of fiscal year 2012.%

Lets now take a brief look at the emerging fire support‘systems
being modernized, the essential research and development and leap-

ahead technology being pursued.

ARTILLERY WEAPON SYSTEMS

PALADIN.

The improved Paladin 155-mm self—pfopelled:howitzef is being
fielded now with completion expected by the year 2000. This éYstem
has improved computer and navigation system,‘automatic gun
positioning and improved ballistic and NBC protection. The sYstem
weights 32 fons, has a\firing range ofv30 km, fifes at rates of up

to 4 rounds/min and is accurate to 155 meters CEP.$ .

CRUSADER.

The Crusader is a new systém under development to proﬁide a state-
of-the-art 155-mm self—propelied howitzer that is highly survivable
and capable of providing direct and indirect fire support at rénges
(40-50 km), fire rates (10-12 roundS/minute) aﬁd accu:acy (80vmeter
CEP) beyond any other cannon syStem. The key technologieé involved
‘ in this system are an integfai mid;wall cooled cannon, quular

charge system, automated ammo handling, and enhanced survivability.

12




The systemVWeights over 50 tons and only one system is
transportable per C417 or C—Sisortie. As’part of the program’a
separate armored resupply vehrcle is also being developed to
prov1de automatlc ammo resupply, fuel transfer,‘and 1mproved
moblllty. ‘The planned fielding date for the System'is 2005. 'Thispa
.‘system is‘going to‘be a technology carrier for other futnre ground‘

weapon systems.

- 'LIGﬁi'WEIGH 'HOWITZER.

- The nghtwelght 155 how1tzer (LW155) prov1des 1ncreased strategic

' and tactlcal moblllty, 1ncreased rate of flre, and surv1vab111ty
over our current-M198 towed System.‘ This system is capablevof
self-locating itself and is digitized to thevsame capabiiity as‘our

cnrrent self-propelled howitzers.

ROCKET ARTILLERY_SYSTEMS

“ MLRs:V." | |

:;The Multiple—Launoh‘Rocket System(MLRS),is an:artiilery:wea§Oﬁa
capabie of deiivering iarge volumes'of‘firepOWer in a short time
against critical,dtime'sensitive‘targets. The systems basio rocket
warhead carries improVed conventional'submunitions, but the‘systemr‘
. is aiso capable of dellverlng any of the MLRS famlly of munltlons i
The MLRS welghts about 28 tons and was capable of keeplng up w1th
the tanks and Bradley flghtlng vehlcles durlng Desert Storm

Currently the system‘ls‘belng upgraded with an imprOved‘fire

13



control system and enhanced launcher mechanical system to provide

more rapid response times to time-sensitive targets.

MLRS Extended-Range Rocket System.

This is an evolution to the basic MLRS rocket désign to provide:‘
longer range and lower submunition dud rate. Thisvis a free¥
flight, area-fire, artillery rocket capable of engaging taréets out:
to 45Ikilometers. The new submuntion fuze';educes the danger of
residual duds to frieﬁdly troops. Initial fielding of these

rockets is planned for 2000.

MLRS Guided Multiple-Launch Rocket sysﬁem (GMLRS).

This program continues,to‘upgrade the current MLRS rocket and
builds off the extended—range réCkét. This upgrade transforms the
- free-flight MLRS rocket into a missile by adding a guidance and
control package using an inertial measurement unit (aided by the
global positioning system) to provide increased accuracy. The
range of the system is inCreased to 60 kilometers. Produétidn for

this MLRS variant is scheduled to start in 2002.

Army Tactical Missile System (AEACMS).

The ATACMS Block I and IA provides division ahd‘corps commanders a
long-range, surface—to—Sﬁrface missile §ystem for attacking targets
at ranges between 165km to 300km. The base missile carries an

antipersonnel/antimateriel (APAM) warhead that is effective againSt

14




stationary, soft targets; Currently‘the'SYStem‘is being'upgraded B
olto the ATACMS Block II and IIAvmissile family.' The‘Block If
.‘provides the‘capability to deliver 13 brilliant anti—armor (BAT) or
BAT imprOVed submunitionsvthat are capable of effectlvely engading‘
g moving armor formatlons and cold, ‘hard targets The ATACMS Block II
”’1mprovements are planned to enter final development and low—rate
production in December 1999 and Block IIA.enters'Engineering

vManufacturing Development phase in 1999.40

High;Mobility Artillery Rocket Systeni (HIMARS) .

"HIMARS is a llghter welght, more deployable MLRS system mounted on‘
a medlum tactical vehlcle that is C-130 transportable and pronldes”
_ llght forces with MLRS capablllty The system is capable of
"launching the complete MLRS family of'munitlonS‘to include all
ATACMS‘variants} Currently prototype‘SYStems are‘undergoing :

: evalﬁation with production planned to start in 2004.

‘Sense and Destroy Armor (SADARM)‘are‘firevand forget smart.

'Jmunitions.capable of detecting and destroying‘armored'vehiclesf

This program enters'full rate prodnctlon in 1999. There“is also‘a
preplanned product lmprovement (P3I) prOgram to enhance SADARMl"
performance that provides improved‘Sensorlcapabilitles (Laser
idRadar/Infrared) and greater lethal area coverage (doubles

effectiveness of current SADARM projectile).

15



XM982.

This is an extended range} rocket—assisted, i55mm dual-purpose
improved conventidnal munition that beginsvproductionvin 2003.
This new round provides increased ranges from 28 to 39 kms for

current systems and a boost from 38 to 47 kms for the Crusader

system.

EFOG-M.

The Enhanced Fiber Optic Guided Missile system is not discussed in
the artillery modernization plan, but is capable of p;oviding |
indirect fire support. Currently the system is being looked at as
an antitank system as part of an Advanced Concept Technology
Demonstration (ACTD). The EfOG—M system is mounted on a»HMMWV,
uses a two-man crew, and provides a day/night non—line-qf—sight
’capability to defeat high—value targets} The operator flies the
missile to the target via a fiber optic cable, is able to perform
reconnaissance while flying to the target and has a FLIR/TV sensor
for target acquisition and identification at endgame. The system
is lightweight (air assault capable), capable of operating in poor

weather conditions, and has a range of 15 kms.
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COMMAN.D/CONTRO‘L ('c2) AND sENsoRs.

The flre support modernlzatlon plan also prov1des new systems llke
the Advanced Field Artlllery Tactical Data System (AFATDS), new
observer vehicles like the STRIKER and BFIST, and improved target

detection;radars.

FIELD ARTILLERY GOALS VS. REALITY

“The goals of the Chlef of Staff and the Department of Defense were'
to use this strateglc pause to exploit advances in technology,
develop new operatlonal concepts and organlzatlonal structures to‘
ensure.we.uere ready to flght on the 21St Century battlefleld (see
’table 2) The‘Chlef of the Fleld Artlllery supported this v1slon
when he stated, "To remain a relevant force for ‘our natlon s
continued well—belng, the Field Artlllery must be able to respond fj
~to any range of threats and our ever- changlng geopolltlcal

environment in the years to come. wél

e Power projection capable
e Small scale contingency operatlons ; - ‘
the norm ' ‘ | the field artillery
e Causality adverse - :
e Greater moral/legal constraints on community is doing
- collateral damage i : : B
e Urban warfare / operations common doctrinally and for
e For MTW - Greater dispersion & a
non-linear battlefield

e Most likely MTW opponents have feW'
~ tanks

Yet when we review what

modernization we find this

‘'vision is not being

: ‘ accom l;shed. Rather we
Table 2 - 21°% Century ‘ p‘l . , |

Characteristics of War
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find the army aftillery community is still pursuing systems and
doctrine suited to fight large scale massed forces (i.e},.thé
Soviet hordes of the Cold War) rather than work on the battlefield
of the 21°* Century. The current artillery modernization plan is
focused on providing increased volumes of indirect fire support |
against tanks and infantry formations. Yet, if we look at recent
past history at operations in Vietnam (a better analogy to future
wars than the Gglf) we find that very few targets warranted large
volumes of fire, rather fhe key requirements were coverage and
responsiveness.42 The artillery éystems‘under»development,
especially the Crusader, cannot be readily deployed so with our
limited lift capability they will either get léft behind (ala
Haiti,rBosnia, or Somalia) or ar?ives to late to be éither

effective or useful.

As Bevin Alexander states in THE FUTURE OF WARFARE, ?Ground fofces
will place less dependence on heavy weapons, like}the main battle
tanks and artillery that are not immediately 'displacéabie'. This
is because the enemy will not concentratevhis forces to ailow

n43 Further, the ability to ﬁse

Americans to destroy them easily.
artillery in a contingency operation, which is under close media
scrutiny, where fratricide or collateral damage to populated’areas
is probable is highly likely to eliminate fhe use of massed fires
altogether.44 Can you imagine a commander’developing rules of

engagement that allows a Crusader to fire in a urban area, say at a
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house,‘whén its 80 meter CEE meané that 50% of the time ybﬁ‘destroy-
a hoUsé'a block away? Just look at the récent preés teportstabout"
- Iraqgi Ciﬁiliah deaths whén an Air Force AGM—i?OA missile missedv
‘ldu:ing Qpération Desért Fox in December 1998. The Air Férces c;éim'a
 is that With the AGM-13OA PGM we, “doﬁ't aim fofvthe’dOOr, [Wé]‘aim
“for the.doér knob."’45 Yet, the best the Army can‘hopenfor With ; |

Crusader is a 50-50 chance to hit a target on the same block!.

In theiarea of doctrine the fire support community does é good job
in distussiﬁgthow'to use»artillery for massed fireé and'targeting :
‘against tanks:ot infantry in the field. They currently havé a“
doctriﬁal voiﬁin how to deal with thé:use of aftilléry in urban
"areas‘énd fét Military Operations Othe; Than Wat (MOOTW) . In‘ﬁrban
"warfare we have combat‘thét is close-in and vioient whiie the
targeting of fires is‘“profoundly more challenging m_and targétihg

n46

. has to be in three dimensions at all times. Yet no doctrine

exists.

Two of the key principles of Joint MOOTW operations are restraint
‘and légitimacy. Restraint requires that we "apply appropriate
militéfy cépability ptudentiy" because "the’use of excessive force
couid édversely atféCt efforts to gain or maiﬁtain legitimacy and
impedeithe attainment of.both short- and long;térm gbals;"47 The
prihcigleof legitimacy‘meaﬁS'we must, "sustéin tﬁe willingb‘

»‘aCCeptance by the people of the right of the government to govern
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or of a group or agency to make and carry out decisions."® The
field artillery community needs to develop doctrine to meet these
principles, for as Robert J. Scales Jr., said about artillery fires
in Vietnam:
Although their effects on the enemy may never be
known, H&I [Harassment and Interdiction fires] clearly
had an adverse effect on civilians. Much of the
growing anti-American feeling in populated and re-
settled areas in Vietnam stemmed from the nightly
discomfort induced by endless explosions and the real

~danger that an error made by a gunner or airman might
result in injury or death.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND ALTERNATIVES

Let us now look at some recommendations and alternatiyes to better
align field artillery modérnization with U.S. military strategy and
requirements so wevget usable systems for army Operations in the
215" Century. The discussion of proposed recommendations and
alternatives will use the Army Requirements Determination process
(i.e., doctrine, training, @eader developmeﬁt,.organization,

materiel and soldier structure (DTLOMS)) as a guide.

DOCTRINE.
Before we begin the material development process we need to develop

new fire supportvdoctrine that matches our 21°" Century warfighting
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needs. ‘Cufreﬁt déthine needs to be updated to reflect the use'Qf 
artilléry in a much different ehviroﬁment than fighting the Sq§iet 
‘hordeé of the Cold War or " dumb” Iragi's in the Gulf. ‘Doctrinévr
neéds to addiéss éftiliéry use in MOOTW operations, ﬁse Qf
‘értillefy in ﬁrban‘areas; and how to'tafget‘militafy objectives
whileminimizing'thé‘effects of collateral damaée. Aszthé Gulf War
,Report‘to‘Céﬁgressistates, "aircraft and munitibns were sélecﬁed éo
 tﬁat attacks on targets within populated areés'would provide the’
greatestjpossible aCéu;aéy ahd leést‘riSk to Civilién objectsfand
civilian populatioﬁs;"50

As Generél‘Reimér Stafes; "the types of operatiOnS'wg afe invdivedJ
in and the advent Of thevInformatiohlAge make it increasingiy ‘
difficult to distinguish between tactical, opefational and -

strategic levels of war and fbrces;"51

ThuS, the Air Forces -
strétégic targeting experiences and lessons learned from thé'Gulf
War‘and the recentiy conducted'OperatiOn_Desert Fox‘proviaé a
fertile'grpund for the Army'to review and find cohéeptsito updéte
_our:field artiilery doctrine for the 21“ Centﬁry battléfield.‘The“
' -field artillefy‘coﬁmﬁnity could also look at Air Force Doctriﬁe and‘
‘how;tﬁey address the issues of meétiﬁg thesejchéllgnges (MOCTW,‘
collatéral damage) while also achieving the Joint’Vision 2010:gdal
~of préViding precision engagement. It seems‘strange tﬁat the
field‘artillery coﬁmunity fails to'addreSS thié‘key tenét of Joint

Vision 2010 in either doctrine or its modernization plan.
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TRAINING.

Once we address the doctrinal ?oid>ih field artillery operationé we
need to develép exercises and training sceﬁarios to prepare our
forces.for use under actual éonditions. Wé‘ﬁeed to put a civilian
urban area on the grouhd at the NTC where the artillery community
has to address how they will minimize collateral damagé. Our
training exercises will need to address our abiiity to achieve
first round hits on targets with Ver} smail errors -—- précisiqn
engagement. This type of training is not qurrehfly being conductéd
at our combat training centers so how will we do it undér

operational conditions?

ORGANIZATION.

Here is where we could make some major changes iﬁ how we achieve
our field artillery objectives, especially if we step back,
challenge a few basic assumptions and are willing to take.a more

total force/Joint view.

If we look at the key generic requirements for field artillery in
the 21°% Century they are rapid deployment, capability to cohduct
precision strikes, quick response and ability to hit targéts close
and deep. If you think about it these requirements and the

situations we will find ourselves deployed in are very similar to
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Lwhat the Marine Corps has been doing‘for years.: Given this
51mllar1ty why not look at adoptlng the concept of the Marlne air-
ground task force‘(MAGTF) - I am suggestlng that we con51der
‘a_repla01ng most of our fleld artlllery unlts in the active force

l w1th an organic av1at1on element.‘ By d01ng thls the organlc
av1atlon element will be capable of qulckly deploylng and prov1de
‘the commander the capablllty to project power in depth and shape

gevents'in both space and time.52

The Gulf War Report to‘Congress‘-
;reported‘that'the Marines aviation element ﬁwere effective‘and

‘respon31ve in therr prlmary role of supportlng ground forces The
AV 8B was ‘successful in neutra1121ng the USMC maln concern ; long'

rang artillery."53

The Gulf War Report‘also found that the Marlnes o
'AHflis‘#wéapon flexihility.nas invaluable.,AH—ls destroyed.tanKS}”'

‘ parmored personnelVCarriers and vehicles, bunkers, and anti—aircraft
fartiliery sites With TOW and Heilfire missiles and rockets; and
aéuns_,u, . o .

With some creative thinking this concept could be guickly

fimpiemented‘with current DoD assets while We'reviewed whetheruwe

needed to proCure‘speciaiized aircraft for the mission. T would

prépose that theiAimy link‘up with the'Air fbrce reserfexand have‘.‘

 tbeirfA-10's uniﬁs become'the Army commanders;aviafion suppOrt‘ |

eléuent, anrﬁtraining and Cé‘pu:poSes ve zould ﬁatch A-10 units

‘ w1th speczfic army d1v1szons so that we wouid gazn ‘the benefits‘of

'habztual assoczatlon, Further, w1th the Air National Guard and
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Reserves purchase of thé Situational Awarenéss Data Linky(SADL)
system we have the capabilitykto provide air to ground and ground
to air situational awareness and digital'targeting operations for
the conduct of precision strike operations. This concept not only
provides the firepower required for most smallvscale continéency
operations it also provides us the precision étrike‘capability'the
» field artillery currently does not have and is not developing.

Army attack helicopters (AH-64's) could supplement these fixed wing
aircraft just at the Marihes do with their AH—is. This package
concept would provide superior deployabilityi(e;g., six.AH—64s vs.
one Crﬁsader per C-5 sortie), firepower gfeater than»oﬁ eéualvto
current plans, greatér précision strike capability and a much lower

cost (we all ready have the systems bought).

This package not only provides capabilities for MOQTW operations
but also supports major theater war operations as demonstrated by
the Marines success during the Gulf War. To round out thisvéoncept
we might need to add some limited ﬁumbers of either HIMARS, EFOG-Ms
or some other light but accurate artillery unit.if we enter a
period of sustained operations. In the longei*term we cduld look
at buying additional aviation assets~(AH—64s, Cémanche; or‘maybe ah

armed RPV) for this mission.»

If this concept were addptéd we could reduce the size of the active

duty field artillery structure and replace it with reserve or
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‘National Guard units. This would allow us to still have‘the
firepowervrequired for‘a major theaterlwar fi.e:,*Paladins and
MLRS)1Where we must defeat‘either an armor‘or infantry heavy force
in open battleﬁ' As demonstrated during the Gulf War‘we‘can"
activate ARNG field artillery units and}deploy‘them'effectiyely
 ‘within the same time'constraints it takes'us to get active heavy

forces ‘'deployed into a Vtheater.s'5

MATERTAL

Recommend that the Crusader program be terminated immediately{ .The
‘types of operations/wars'we'will fight in the 21%¢ Century dornot"b
support the need for a Crusader type artillery system The two
main reasons for buying this system; increased mobility and greaterr
u‘lethality are not: key requirements for 21S Century operations. It
appears we are buying Crusader because we are working on the
assumption that we require a new artillery gun system to replace
"our old one we just'upgraded. I am not sure this assumption is'
,still true given the changes taking place in types of military
operations, the need for prec1Sion strike weapons Vice massed fire o
and finally the changing dynamics of the battlefield (more urban,
‘greater disper51on of forces, etc). Given these changes it maybe
time to think about retiring the‘artillery gun to the museum just
like we did the cavalry horse and the air defense community did

“w1th its gun system Sgt. York

25



The other reason for terminating Crusader is ité loss would not
impact our full spectrum war fighting capability ‘due to the
continued fielding and upgrading of our MLRS‘systems. Given the
success of MLRS in fhe Gulf at effectively destroying a variety of
targets (same‘téfgét set as Crusader) at long rénges (equal to and
with improved versions at‘longer{ranges than Crusader) and ability

to keep up and maneuver with our tanks and Bradleys our warfighting

risk is low.56

Besides tefminating the Crusade; program we should
review our MLRS purchases to see if what we‘have is sﬁfficient.
Given the termination of Crusader we might need a few more MLRS
units to provide firepower in case of a Gulf‘War II,vhéweQer my
initial feeling is we have sufficient numbers to meet the 

requiremeht and could potentially even live with a reduced buy'of

systems or munitions.

The material solution that the field artilléry community needs to
bevlooking for is ohe capablé of providing a pfecision strike
capability, able to provide short bursts of sustainea firepéwer, is
highly mobile and low cost. This type of system could be‘a
derivative of the ahti—tank FOG—M systém, a UAV with weapons, or

something new.
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CONCLUSION

As General‘Relmer stetes, "This new course must end'will hev

different frem the one’charted many years'ago.“The'World has J
hchanged in countless ways, and we must accept and embraee'these and‘
wS7 ’

future changes. Our challenge is to be farsighted‘enough tofseeh‘ 

the implicationshthese changes bring to us in_doctrine,

organizations, and equipment. In _ : _
o A ‘ "America's Army is the best

the case of field artillery we = | fighting force in the World

[ | o today. It has this -

are continuing down the path of distinction because decades
AT . _ ago, farsighted leaders
the past by justifying the need | developed warfighting

concepts that charted a -
course to the outstanding -
equ1pment, ‘training programs,
doctrine and soldiers that
comprise today's Army. Our
challenge is to be as
farsighted and chart the
course that will malntaln ‘the.
Army's preeminent status as -
we move into the 21°%

Century." -

_for expensiVe systems based on an
event we will likely newer‘seev
Vagain,jthe need to destroy massed -
tanh”and’infentry formations.

This is Slmilér'to the Air Forces
continUed'snpport‘for buying the

 expensive B-2 bomber even thought | General Dennis J. Reimer
T ‘ : Chief of Staff, 1996

the Cold War ended and the need

for 'a penetrating strategic bomber went away. In our case the
world is ehenging, too, and we must have the courage to question'

: whether, like the‘B—2 the requirement for a.new field artillery ’

, ,gun that prov1des hlgh rates of generally 1naccurate flre (1 e., .

'~ CEP of 80 meters) is valld. Like the Alr Force, when the subject

of whether the Crusader is really needed comes up, our answer tends
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to be that the Crusader is a technology carrier for future land
combat systems. The assumption underlying this assertion is that
our future still lies in a tank like force ofvtracked vehicles. We
need to understand that adoption of this lihe bf thinking.probably
cuts off consideration of ideas like armored hovercraft, or evén

more futuristic ideas like null-gravity vehicles.

The risk we take in deferring any major modernizatibn effort'for
field artillery is low aéidoctfinal and organizétional changes}
albeit with some political baggage, can provide us the type of.fire
support needed in the near term to support SSC operations and major '
theater wars. 1In addition, we have bought sufficient numbers of |
MLRS systems to provide the massed firepower‘needed to destroy:
massed enemy tank and infantry battlefield formations if that
unlikely contingency occurs. We are also cdntinuing to imﬁrove our
MLRS system‘s capabilify (current field a:tilléry modernization_
plan increases range, mobility and accuracy) to destroy tanks and

APC's so why another new system?

Since we arebin a period of strategic pause and we have ways.to
counter the full spectrum of threétS'enVisioned we need to rethink
our field artillery modernization plans. As éhowed above our
stated goals and modernization strategy do not mgtch. We'arel
statingvﬁhe right things but when you look at where we é;e

investing it is still based on fighting the cold war threat. As the
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old saying goes watch whatjwe are'doing nbt what we areisaying.

' Thérefbre; we heed to stop:the Cruséder programjnow; reviéw‘thé'
dirécfibn of our MLRS imprévements and rethink dﬁr basic doctriﬂé_
on field artillery employment}v If we fail to do this we will fail
to meet the challénge put férth by General Guilio Douhet that, 
"Victory smiles upbn those who anticipate the chaﬁges in.the‘
¢hara¢ter_of war, not upon those who wait fo adapt theﬁsélves aftgr
w38 '

they occur.

(Word Count: 5918)
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